In this introductory chapter, we situate the investigation of the intersection between modal particles (MP) and discourse markers (DM) within the wider context of categorization work in linguistics. We examine the definitions provided in the literature for DMs and MPs, and review different reasons for the possible confusion between the two classes, among which their functional proximity and diachronic relation. The overview of the contributions to the volume shows that it is nevertheless possible to precise whether and to what extent DMs and MPs constitute one single class. According to the parameters taken into account, authors will tend to group them into a single (pragmatic) class or into two distinct classes.
Aims
The aim of the present volume is to investigate the intersection between modal particles (MP) and discourse markers (DM), and to discuss whether or not it is possible to draw a line between these two types of linguistic expressions. The authors contributing to this volume have been asked to be explicit about how they categorize DMs and MPs. This common question has been addressed throughout all chapters and is hence the red thread of this book.
Over recent years, DMs and MPs have received quite some attention in the linguistic literature, but mostly independently from one another (but see e.g. Hartmann 1986; Traugott 2007; Haselow 2011) . The chapters in this book all go beyond the statement that DM/MP are a fuzzy category that is difficult to describe, and explicitly address the complexity of categorizing multifunctional expressions. Indeed, as we will see, the authors hold the opinion that the analysis of the distributional constraints imposed on specific markers (in given languages) allows for the description of those features determining the uses of MPs and DMs.
This should bring us closer to consistent criteria for a refined categorization of both types of linguistic expressions.
On categorization and linguistic categories
The central question in this book concerns the categorization of linguistic expressions: are MPs and DMs separate linguistic categories, or not? Are MPs a subtype of DMs, or should both be seen as subcategories of the more encompassing class of pragmatic markers (Fraser 1996) or discourse particles, as they both share a general indexical function (Fischer 2006) ? If the latter is the case, what is it that distinguishes DMs from MPs? And, what makes it so difficult to tell them apart?
Before entering into the details of the categorization options for DMs and MPs, we would like to situate this research within the wider context of categorization work in linguistics. In his book with the telling title Linguistic categorization, Taylor (2003, 4) aims to uncover the "double role of categorization in the study of language", thus referring to "the process by which people, in using language, are categorizing their experience of the world", but also to "the categories of language itself", which appear to be structured much along the same lines as the non-linguistic ones. As to the principles for the formation of categories (be they linguistic or not), Eleanor Rosch (1978) in her seminal study "Principles of categorization" proposes two general ones: the principle of "cognitive economy" and the principle of "perceived world structure". "The first has to do with the function of category systems and asserts that the task of category systems is to provide maximum information with the least cognitive effort." (Rosch 1978, 28) . The second principle states that the perceived world comes as structured information rather than as arbitrary or unpredictable attributes.
Thus maximum information with least cognitive effort is achieved if categories map the perceived world structure as closely as possible. This condition can be achieved either by the mapping of categories to given attribute structures or by the definition or redefinition of attributes to render a given set of categories appropriately structured.
These principles lie at the basis of the notion of 'prototype categories' as defined within cognitive linguistics. Typical of this approach is the notion of 'fuzzy boundaries', since it is often the case that categories have no clear boundaries. There may be borderline cases, where clear, unambiguous categorization is not possible. Thus, "an entity may be a marginal example of more than one category, but a good example of none" (Taylor 2003, 6 ).
The same applies to grammatical categories. Thus, determining whether a linguistic expression belongs to one grammatical class or another is not always straightforward. The topic of study of this book, i.e. DMs and MPs, is a case in point. Analysing whether they belong to the same grammatical category, or not, amounts to determining whether they display the morphological, distributional and semantic properties of that category. The most prototypical members will display all of these properties, while other members will be less typical (less focal) "and yet others are situated in the borderline area of the category, exhibiting grammatical properties of two or more categories." (Company 2002 , 201). Croft (2000 advocates a 'constructionalist' definition of categories (see also Fischer and Alm in this volume) , where "the constructions are the primitive elements of syntactic representation; categories are derived from constructions" (Croft 2000, 84) . He formulates the following hypothesis: "[t]he internal category structure (e.g. prototype and extensions) of a grammatical category is provided by the universal theory of grammar, while its boundaries are provided by the particular language grammar" (Croft 2000, 91) .
The contributions in this volume regarding the categorization of DMs and MPs in several (typologically distinct languages) seem to offer evidence for this hypothesis in that some particular languages (German, Swedish, Estonian) seem to display a clear boundary between MPs and DMs, while others do so less (Catalan, French, Italian, Japanese).
On the categorization of modal particles and discourse markers
Both DMs and MPs are multifunctional linguistic expressions "functioning in cognitive, expressive, social, and textual domains" (Schiffrin 2001, 54) . But MPs have often been described in a more restricted sense, i.e. as specifying "the relationship between speaker and hearer" (Hansen 1998, 42) or "to signal one's understanding of what the situation is all about with respect to the argumentative relations built up in the current situation" (Fischer 2007, 47) , or as referring back to a communicately given propositional or illocutionary entity (Diewald 2006, this volume) . On the other hand, DMs too "are related to the speech situation [and] (…) express attitudes and emotions" (Bazzanella 2006, 449) . "The study of discourse markers is therefore a part of the study of modal and metatextual comment" (Lewis 2006, 43) .
Distinctions between MPs and DMs thus become hard to maintain, especially on purely functional grounds. As noted by Traugott (2007, 141) :
ne approach is to distinguish sharply between discourse markers and modal particles on both formal and discourse functional grounds (…). Another is to make no difference between the terms, apparently on discourse pragmatic grounds, while recognizing that "formally" clause-internal position is the modal particle position".
In the first contribution of this book with the telling title "Same same but different" -Modal particles, discourse markers and the art (and purpose) of categorization, Diewald observes that "modal particles and discourse markers have been a major testing ground for linguistic categorization". She furthermore draws our attention to the fact that we cannot answer the question whether MPs and DMs should be treated as one category, as two distinct categories, or as two subclasses of one more abstract category without deciding upon some preliminary issues first, which she formulates as follows: 
On Discourse Markers
It has become standard in any overview article or chapter on DMs to state that reaching agreement on what makes a DM is as good as impossible, be it alone on terminological matters (cf. Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen 2011; Degand and Simon-Vandenbergen 2011; Dér 2010; Fischer 2006; Fraser 1999; Lewis 2011; Norrick 2009; Schourup 1999 ; to name but a few). A great deal of the disagreement can be put on the account of the fact that DMs are multifunctional linguistic expressions and that they do not form a recognized (closed) word class. Indeed, there is "little consensus on whether they are a syntactic or a pragmatic category, on which types of expressions the category includes, on the relationship of discourse markers to other posited categories such as connectives, interjections, modal particles, speaker-oriented sentence adverbials, and on the term "discourse marker" as opposed to alternatives such as "discourse connective" or "pragmatic marker" or "pragmatic particle"" (Lewis 2011, 419-20) . Among the many functions that DMs may fulfill in different "domains" (Schiffrin 1987 (Schiffrin , 2006 , there are "the sequential structure of the dialogue, the turntaking system, speech management, interpersonal management, the topic structure, and participation frameworks" (Fischer 2006, 9) . This large variety of functions DMs may fulfill is, in our view, an important challenge for the attempt to define one overall category of DMs, and it calls for further sub-classification, e.g. response signals, segmentation signals, hesitation markers, discourse connectives, evidential markers, conversational management markers, etc. (Diewald this volume; Fraser 2006) . Schiffrin (1987, 328 ) presents a number of "tentative suggestions" for an expression to be used as a DM:
a) "it has to be syntactically detachable from a sentence b) it has to be commonly used in initial position of an utterance c) it has to have a range of prosodic contours (e.g. tonic stress and followed by a pause, phonological reduction) d) it has to be able to operate at both local and global levels of discourse, and on different planes of discourse this means that it either has to have no meaning, a vague meaning, or to be reflexive (of the language, of the speaker)"
Sankoff and colleagues (1997) distinguish three major types of DMs: discourse coordinators, interaction markers, and punctors. They tend to have the following properties:
1. They do not enter into the construction syntactically with other elements of the sentence. This property excludes sentence adverbs and conjunctions used with their original semantics.
2. The propositional meaning of the sentence does not depend on their presence.
3. They are subject to semantic bleaching as compared with their source forms.
4. They undergo greater phonological reduction than their source forms.
5. They are articulated as part of smoothly following speech production. This property excludes hesitation markers.
Of course, as soon as one kind of operationalization is given, counterexamples can be found of linguistic expressions that are used as DMs in spite of obeying to one of the above mentioned properties (cf. also Heine and Kaltenböck 2012) .
A number of authors suggest restricting the category of DMs to "linguistic items of variable scope, and whose primary function is connective. (…) they do not contribute to the propositional content of their host units (…) and they function as instructions from the speaker to the hearer on how to integrate the host unit into a coherent mental representation of the discourse" (Hansen 1997, 160-161) . Fraser shares a similar view when he states that DMs "impose a relationship between some aspects of the discourse segment they are a part of, call it S2, and some aspect of a prior discourse segment, call it S1. In other words they function like a two-place relation, one argument lying in the segment they introduce, the other lying in the prior discourse" (Fraser 1999, 938) . By doing so, these definitions seem to abandon the idea of a macro category of DMs to the detriment of non-connective DMs. These definitions have in common that they focus on the text connecting function of DMs, where the coherence of the text results from its coherent mental representation (to which DMs may contribute) (see also Knott and Dale 1994; Louwerse and Mitchell 2003) . This is what Diewald (this volume) refers to as text connective markers, belonging to "school 1". Basing herself on Fischer's (2006b) introduction to the volume Approaches to Discourse Particles, she further defines "school 2" where "discourse markers are defined as indexical elements by relating items of discourse to other items of discourse, whereby their indigenous functional domain is all that connective work essential and distinctive of spoken dialogic communication: They point to organizational and structural features, and to chunks of the non-linguistic situation and environment; they take care of the thematic structure as well as of the turn-taking system or of speech management". (Diewald, this volume) .
On Modal Particles
The situation is slightly different for the class of MPs, which are generally recognized as a specific word class, at least in Germanic (and Scandinavian) languages (see e.g. Abraham 1988 Abraham , 2000 Aijmer 1996; Braber 2010; Diewald 2006, this volume) . As for the defining features of this language-specific word category, most authors agree that they are not inflected, are most often unstressed, cannot form an utterance by themselves and have no referential meaning. MPs are furthermore mutually combinable, restricted to a specific distributional position (generally the middle field in Germanic languages), and they have scope over the utterance (Hansen 1998 
On the fuzzy boundaries between DMs and MPs
Attractive as it is from a typological point of view, the meaning-based approach detracts from morpho-syntactic (formal) criteria, with the risk that we lose our grip on the categorization exercise. It appears indeed that quite a number of linguistic expressions that have been described as DMs share meanings that can be qualified as attitudinal, expressive, or speechact bound. Fairbanks (2009, 59) conjunctions and conjunctional adverbs on the one hand, and discourse-structuring elements such as turn signals, hesitation markers, etc. on the other". TCMs, then, fulfill "strictly textual functions" (ibid.), while DMs fulfill "strictly discourse-relational functions" (ibid.). Thus, while all three classes share an indexical function, in that they connect the linguistic host they occur in with some element beyond, the elements of these classes operate on different levels:
4.

Overview of the volume
MPs have scope over propositions or speech-acts; DMs have scope over non-propositional discourse elements (which need not be linguistically expressed); and TCMs connect textually encoded (propositional) elements.
The second chapter is co-authored by Kerstin Fischer and Maria Alm, and is titled A radical construction grammar perspective on the modal particle-discourse particle distinction. In this contribution, the authors -who prefer the term discourse particle to discourse marker -propose to make use of a construction grammar approach to "shed light on the discourse particle -MP distinction on the basis of two particles, German also and Swedish alltså". These two particles can indeed function in both ways, thus allowing for a direct comparison of the functions of discourse particles and MPs. In line with Diewald's contribution, Fischer and Alm note that the lexemes themselves "are unspecified for the functions they are going to fulfill in interaction, as well as for the word class to which they belong". Rather, it is their use in a specific grammatical construction that determines their function, and this may differ according to the language in question, even for languages as close as Swedish and German. Interestingly, Fischer and Alm observe that there is concordance between the interpretations that also and alltså receive when used within a certain construction and other items in the same construction. In other words, the functional components identified for uses of also/alltså belong to the construction and not to the item within the construction. In our view, these findings strengthen Izutzu and Izutzu's crosslinguistic model (although the theoretical framework diverges), where a given sentential position allows for the development of certain meanings. Broadly speaking, following prior work by Diewald and Fischer (1998) , Diewald (2006) and Fischer (2007) , Fischer and Alm distinguish three main communicative tasks that have to be fulfilled in interaction: "a) the reporting of events, i.e. what is talked about, b) the anchoring of the current utterance in the argumentative structure of the discourse, i.e. it concerns why something is said and defines the participants' attitude towards it, and c) the contingencies of the current interaction, including the management of the communicative event itself". In this context of division of tasks, specific constructions are tuned towards specific communicative functions. In particular, MP constructions refer to the rhetorical or argumentative domain while discourse particle constructions refer to aspects of the communicative background frame. In sum, not the linguistic items themselves are specified for word class, it is the constructions that make a linguistic expression a discourse or a MP. In conclusion, the authors state that "within a language the definition of the two classes of discourse particles and MPs has to be construction-based and thus language-specific".
Karin of quite a few "exceptions". He also points out that whether an expression is a member of the class or not is also a matter of discussion. Only eight particles seem to be described consistently as MPs, whereas more than ten other particles appear in only some of the literature. It is also shown that there is no agreement on whether MPs can be a specific word class. This should not be a problem according to Schoonjans, who argues that the category of MPs has a prototypical structure with fuzzy boundaries and shows overlap with other categories. Interestingly, "each particular type is to a higher or lower degree a prototypical member of this category, and can at the same time be a prototypical member of different categories" (Schoonjans this volume). Schoonjans argues for interpreting prototypicality in terms of granularity and conceptualization. Whether a form is a MP depends, according to him, on "the level of horizontal granularity, i.e. on the amount of variation the prototype may show and to the extent a form may deviate from the prototype and still be a (non-prototypical) member of the category". Conceptualization then is concerned with the idea that "how the category is conceived partly determines which features are thought to be more important or more salient". Hence, via their conceptualization analysts and speakers have an impact on the structure of the prototype and the level of horizontal granularity chosen. Finally, after having discussed German examples, he also presents a comparison with French data, which confirm that the weight that scholars give to certain features determines the linguistic categorization. 
In his chapter entitled
Conclusions
The articles collected in this volume help us to provide an answer to the question asked in the DMs relate items of discourse to other items of discourse, whereas MPs qualify speech acts with regards to a pragmatic presupposed context. MPs as a well defined word class are mainly present in German and other Germanic languages, but the pragmatic function of MPs is encoded in many languages by more or less grammaticalized sub-classes of pragmatic markers, clearly distinct from DMs.
